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ALEXANDRIA HUMAN RIGHTS COMMISSION 

REPORT TO CITY COUNCIL ON 

CITIZEN APPOINTMENTS TO CITY BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS 

FOR FISCAL YEARS 2002- 2004

INTRODUCTION
The Human Rights Commission (HRC) advocates equal rights and opportunities for all of 
Alexandria’s citizens.  The HRC believes that the City is best served by the full participation of its 
citizens in the governing process.  Since 1982 the HRC has periodically examined the process of 
citizen appointments to City boards and commissions to decide whether the representation on these 
boards and commissions mirrors the diverse citizen population such commissions serve.  Service on 
the City’s 76 boards and commissions is a valued aspect of citizen government, as these 
organizations are charged with multi-fold responsibilities to solve problems, develop programs,
review proposals, and otherwise assist the City Council and City Manager in their efforts to ensure a 
high quality of life in the City.  This report updates City Council on its efforts to ensure the diversity
of its board and commission appointments from July 1, 2001 to June 30, 2004 (Fiscal Years 2002, 
2003 and 2004). 

METHODOLOGY
Data Analysis.  Human Rights staff members completed an applicant flow analysis for the 
vacancies filled during FY2002-FY2004, using race/ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation, and 
disability information voluntarily reported by applicants on the Non-Discrimination Data Form
(hereinafter “form”) included with all applications.

The forms are separated from the applications by the Citizen Assistance office monthly and are 
forwarded to the Office of Human Rights for use in this report.  City Council does not see these 
forms and is not made aware of their content except in post-Council action statistical studies where 
the data are analyzed; the data are never published on specific individuals.

Human Rights Office staff tracked the data by each commission to determine both the number of 
persons who applied and the number who were appointed by gender, race/ethnicity, sexual 
orientation and disability. 

Race/Ethnicity Categories.  The race/ethnicity categories used are those required for federal 
identification purposes: 

White
African American
Hispanic
Asian or Pacific Islander 
Arab, Afghani, and/or Middle Eastern 
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Native American and Alaskan Native 
Other (includes those who marked two or more racial categories)

Data Used in this Report.  Compiling data from these forms is the City’s only method of tracking 
the gender, race/ethnicity, sexual orientation and disability status of applicants and appointees to 
City boards and commissions. The analysis includes applicants and appointments to seats on 
boards and commissions that are “designated” seats.1 For the purposes of this study, the 
Commission’s analysis is based solely on applicants and appointees from whom 
completed forms, providing gender, race, and disability data, have been received. The
following data summarizes the number of applicants who submitted data in relation to the 
number of applications received. 
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In FY 2002, 330 individuals applied for a boards and commission seat.  Of these applicants, 48% 
provided application data. 

In FY 2003, 341 individuals applied for a board or commission seat.  Of these applicants, 44% 
provided application data. 

In FY 2004, 405 individuals applied for a board or commission seat.  Of these applicants, 27% 
provided application data. 

Submission rates throughout the years have varied, ranging from 65% in FY01 to a high of 77% in 
FY95.  For the period in question, the submission rates were much lower.  They ranged from 48% in 
FY2002 to only 27% in FY2004.
Although the race/ethnicity, gender, and disability information for all of the applicants and 
appointees is not available, trends and tendencies in the application and appointment process can be 
shown based on statistics compiled from those applicants and appointees who submitted the form.

1 Designated seats are filled by members of a particular business, organization, community group or commission
from which representation is mandated by Council or City Code. 
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ALEXANDRIA’S DEMOGRAPHICS (BASED ON 2000 CENSUS DATA)
This analysis compares the percentage of females, minorities, and persons with disabilities in the 
City’s population with the percentage of citizens who apply for, and are appointed to, City boards 
and commissions.  Population figures referred to in this report are for citizens between the ages of 19 
and 70, since adults are the only portion of the City’s population eligible to apply for seats on City 
boards and commissions.

CHART II 
RACIAL DEMOGRAPHICS

White
59.8%

African
American

22.5%

Native Hawaiian &
Other Pacific Islander 

.1%

American Indian
& Alaskan Native 

.3%

Hispanic or 
Latino
14.7%

Other
7.4%

2+ Races 
4.3%

Asian
5.7%

Women constitute 51.7% of Alexandria’s population.
Persons with disabilities account for 13.4% of Alexandria’s population.2
There is no information available on the US Census for sexual orientation.
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OUTREACH/RECRUITMENT PROCESS 
Applicants also provided data regarding how they became aware of a Commission vacancy.  This is
done so that the Commission may analyze which forms of publicizing vacancies are particularly 
effective. Note that “Other” is consistently the most selected recruitment source, largely because 
many of the applicants are incumbents.

In FY 2002, applicants were most likely to find out about vacancies from a City Employee (16%), a 
Newspaper (12%), or a TV advertisement (11%).
In FY 2003, applicants were most likely to find out about vacancies from a City Employee (25%),
the City Website (7%), or a Newspaper (5%).
In FY 2004, applicants were most likely to find out about vacancies from a City Employee (23%),
the City Website (16%), or a Newspaper or TV advertisement (7% and 6% respectively).
Note that City Employees were the second most common recruitment source for all three fiscal 
years, accounting for 16% to 25% of all applicants. 
Additionally, the City Website has become an effective method of recruiting, replacing TV and 
Newspaper advertisements.  In FY 2002, the Internet was not among the most common information
sources, whereas in FY 2003, it accounted for 7% of the total recruitment.  By FY 2004, the City
Website accounted for 16% of the total recruitment.
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This report analyzes the data for individuals who applied for vacant seats on City boards and 
commissions.  All applicants provided some data, but not all applicants provided information for all 
data categories. 

In FY 2002, 330 people applied.  There were 227 seats filled.  Data are available for 160 (48%) of
these applicants, 128 of which were appointed. 
In FY 2003, 341 people applied.  There were 267 seats filled.  Data are available for 149 (44%) of
these applicants, 130 of which were appointed. 
In FY 2004, 405 people applied.  There were 250 seats filled.  Data are available for 111 (27%) 
of these applicants, 84 of which were appointed.

Table I summarizes the EEO data provided by B&C applicants in FYs 2002, 2003, and 2004.
These data are used to determine whether application rates are consistent with the diversity rates 
in the overall population in Alexandria.  Ideally, application rates would correlate closely with a 
given group’s percentage of the City’s population. 

TABLE I 
BREAKDOWN OF APPLICANTS FY2002-FY2004 

CATEGORY
FY 2002 

Applicants %
FY 2003 

Applicants %
FY 2004 

Applicants %
Male 69 43% 73 49% 59 53%
Female 89 56% 76 51% 51 47%
Unknown 2 1% 0 — 1 1%
 TOTAL 160 149 111
White 130 81% 121 81% 80 72%
African American 21 13% 18 12% 16 14%
Hispanic 4 3% 6 4% 4 4%
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 1% 1 1% 3 3%
American Indian/Alaskan Native 0 — 0 — 0 —
Arab/Afghani/Middle Eastern 1 1% 0 — 0 —
Other 0 — 3 2% 6 5%
Unknown 2 1% 0 — 2 2%
 TOTAL 160 149 111
Disabled 10 6% 16 11% 8 7%
Not Disabled 108 68% 127 85% 101 91%
Unknown 42 26% 6 4% 2 2%
 TOTAL 160 149 111
Alexandria Resident 142 89% 133 89% 96 86%
Non-resident 18 11% 16 11% 12 11%

Unknown 0 — 0 — 3 3%
 TOTAL 160 149 111
Heterosexual n/a — 117 78% 89 80%
Gay/Lesbian n/a — 3 2% 5 5%
Bisexual/Other n/a — 0 — 0 —
Unknown n/a — 29 19% 17 15%
 TOTAL — 149 111

APPLICANTS BY GENDER

5



In relation to gender, female applicants regularly account for more than half of the City’s B&C 
applicants.  There was a slight departure from this trend in FY 2004, when female applicants 
constituted 47% of all applicants, though in FYs 2003 and 2004, women accounted for 56% and 
51% of applicants respectively.

APPLICANTS BY RACE/ETHNICITY
White applicants account for the overwhelming majority of the City’s application pool, though 
there was a decline in this application rate in FY 2004.  The overall diversity of the FY 2004 
applicant pool was higher than in the two previous years.

White applicants accounted for 81% of applicants in FYs 2002 and 2003, but 72% of FY 2004 
applicants.
Black applicants accounted for 13%, 12%, and 14% of applicants in FYs 2002-2004. 
Hispanic applicants accounted for 3% of applicants in FY 2002 and 4% of applicants in FYs 2003 
and 2004. 
Asian/Pacific Islanders accounted for 1% of the applicants in FYs 2002 and 2003, and 3% of the 
FY 2004 applicants. 
There were no applicants who identified strictly as American Indian or Alaskan Native in any
year, and 1 individual who identified as Arab/Afghani/Middle Eastern in FY 2002.  This figure 
does not include any individual who identified as being a member of more than one group, who 
was classified as “Other.”  These individuals accounted for 0%, 2%, and 5% of applicants in FYs 
2002-2004 respectively.
Additionally, in FY 2002, 1% of the applicants did not provide data for this category.  In FY 
2004, 2% of the applicants did not provide data for this category.

APPLICANTS WITH DISABILITIES
Individuals who identified as Disabled accounted for 6%, 11%, and 7% of all applicants in FYs 
2002, 2003, and 2004 respectively.  In FY 2002, when asked to identify as “handicap,” 26% of 
applicants did not provide this information.  After the change in wording, their apparent 
reluctance in offering data for this category decreased.  Only 4% in FY 2003 and 2% in FY 2004 
did not provide data.  Appointees who did not identify as disabled accounted for 68%, 85%, and 
91% of the total appointees in FYs 2002, 2003, and 2004 respectively. 

APPLICANTS BY RESIDENCY
Alexandria residents consistently account for nearly 90% of all applicants. 

APPLICANTS BY SEXUAL ORIENTATION
Information regarding applicants’ sexual orientation is not available for FY 2002, because the 
category did not exist on the questionnaire.  In FY 2003, 78% of the applicants identified 
themselves as Heterosexual, compared with 80% in FY 2004.  An additional 19% of applicants 
in FY 2003 and 15% in FY 2004 did not provide this information.  Applicants who identified as 
Gay/Lesbian accounted for 2% of the applicants in FY 2003 and 5% in FY 2004.  No individuals 
identified themselves as Bisexual/Other.

APPOINTMENTS
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As noted in the Applicant Analysis section, the data universe for appointment rates is limited to the 
applicants who provided data.  Specifically, this universe consists of 160 applicants for FY 2002, 
149 applicants for FY 2003, and 111 applicants for FY 2004.  For the purposes of analyzing gender, 
race/ethnicity, disability, and sexual orientation information, the remainder of this report relates only
to the individuals from whom information is available. See Table I—Breakdown of Applicants FY 
2002-FY2004.

TABLE II
BREAKDOWN OF APPOINTMENTS FY 2002-FY2004 

CATEGORY
FY 2002 

Appointments %
FY 2003 

Appointments %
FY 2004

Appointments %

C UC C UC C UC
Male 11 45 44% 15 41 43% 12 28 48%
Female 28 43 55% 20 54 58% 15 29 52%
Unknown 0 1 1% 0 0 — 0 0 —

39 89 35 95 27 57
TOTAL 128 130 84
White 31 77 84% 33 75 83% 18 44 74%
African American 5 9 11% 1 13 11% 6 7 15%
Hispanic 1 1 2% 0 5 4% 1 1 2%
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 0 2% 0 0 — 0 2 2%
American Indian/Alaskan Native 0 0 — 0 0 — 0 0 —
Arab/Afghani/Middle Eastern 0 0 — 0 0 — 0 0 —
Other 0 0 — 1 2 2% 2 3 6%
Unknown 0 2 2% 0 0 — 0 0 —

39 89 35 95 27 57
TOTAL 128 130 84
Disabled 1 6 5% 5 9 11% 0 6 7%
Not Disabled 27 61 69% 29 81 85% 27 50 92%
Unknown 11 22 26% 1 5 5% 0 1 1%

39 89 35 95 27 57
TOTAL 128 130 84
Alexandria Resident 29 84 89% 33 82 88% 26 45 85%

Non-resident 10 4 11% 2 13 12% 0 10 12%
Unknown 0 0 — 0 0 — 1 2 4%

39 89 35 95 27 57
TOTAL 128 130 84
Heterosexual n/a n/a — 29 73 78% 22 50 86%
Gay/Lesbian n/a n/a — 2 1 2% 1 1 2%
Bisexual/Other n/a n/a — 0 0 — 0 0 —
Unknown n/a n/a — 4 21 19% 4 6 12%

— — 35 95 27 57
TOTAL — 130 84

APPOINTMENTS BY GENDER
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Consistent with past years, the female/male ratio of Boards and Commissions appointees has 
remained nearly even.  Women account for between 52-58% of the appointees, while men
constitute between 43-48% of all appointees.  Because women account for 52% of Alexandria’s 
population, it is to be expected that their proportional representation will be higher. 

APPOINTMENTS BY RACE/ETHNICITY
Over the past three fiscal years, the racial diversity of Alexandria Boards and Commissions has 
gradually increased, but, given the discrepancy between the racial makeup of Alexandrians and 
their proportional representation, more group-specific targeted recruiting might be warranted.
Consider these trends: 

The rate of white appointees dropped from 84% in FY 2002 to 83% in FY 2003 to 74% in 2004. 
The rate of black appointees increased to 15% in FY 2004 from 11% in FY 2002 and 2003. 
Hispanic applicants remain under-represented, accounting for between 2 to 4% of all appointees 
in FY 2002 - FY 2004.
There continues to be low representation in the remaining racial/ethnic categories: American
Indian/Native Alaskan, Asian/Pacific Islander, and Arab/Afghani/Middle Eastern.
Representation of these groups ranged from 0-2% between FYs 2002 and FY 2004.  This does 
not account for individuals who belong to two groups, who have been categorized as “Other” and 
accounted for between 0-6% of the total number of appointees.

APPOINTMENTS OF PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES
Individuals who identified as Disabled accounted for 5%, 11%, and 7% of all appointees in FY 
2002, 2003, and 2004 respectively.  Appointees who did not identify as disabled accounted for 
69%, 85%, and 92% of the total appointees in FYs 2002, 2003, and 2004 respectively.  In FY 
2002, 26% of applicants did not provide information regarding their status.  In FY 2003, 5% of 
appointees did not provide data, compared with 1% in FY 2004.

APPOINTMENTS BY RESIDENCY
The overwhelming majority of appointees continue to be Alexandria residents. Non-resident 
appointees, who were granted waivers, constituted only 11%, 13%, and 12% of appointees in 
FYs 2002, 2003, and 2004, respectively.

APPOINTMENTS BY SEXUAL ORIENTATION
In FY 2003, 78% of the appointees identified themselves as Heterosexual, compared with 86% in
FY 2004.  An additional 19% in FY 2003 and 12% in FY 2004 did not provide this information.
Appointees who identified as Gay/Lesbian accounted for 2% of the appointees in both FYs 2003 and
2004.  No individuals identified themselves as Bisexual/Other.

HIGH PROFILE BOARDS & COMMISSIONS
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The Commission’s analysis includes an examination of the applications and appointments to boards 
and commissions that are considered to be highly influential in the City, and on which females,
minorities, and persons with disabilities in previous reports have been found to be considerably 
underrepresented.  The HRC has identified 10 commissions as “High Profile” – those that have the 
capacity to set policy and have enforcement authority granted to them by the City Code or City 
Charter.

The high profile boards and commissions are as follows: 

Architectural Review Board - Old & Historic District Panel 
Architectural Review Board - Parker-Gray District Panel 
Board of Zoning Appeals 
Community Services Board 
Human Rights Commission
Planning Commission
Real Estate Assessments Review Board 
Redevelopment and Housing Authority 
Sanitation Authority 
Traffic and Parking Board 

TABLE III 
 HIGH PROFILE BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS 
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APPLICATION & APPOINTMENT RATES FY2002-FY2004
CATEGORY FY 2002 % FY 2003 % FY 2004 %

Apply Appt Apply Appt Apply Appt
Male 10 5 50% 22 17 77% 18 10 56%
Female 10 8 80% 8 7 88% 6 6 100%
Unknown 0 0 — 0 0 — 0 0 —
TOTAL 20 13 30 24 24 16
White 13 10 77% 27 22 81% 16 12 75%
African American 5 2 40% 2 1 50% 2 2 100%
Hispanic 0 0 — 0 0 — 3 1 33%
Asian/Pacific Islander 1 1 100% 0 0 — 2 1 50%
American Indian/Alaskan Native 0 0 — 0 0 — 0 0 —
Arab/Afghani/Middle Eastern 1 0 — 0 0 — 0 0 —
Other 0 0 — 1 1 100% 0 0 —
Unknown 0 0 — 0 0 — 1 0 —
TOTAL 20 13 30 24 24 16
Disabled 2 0 — 3 2 67% 0 0 —
Not Disabled 15 11 73% 26 21 81% 23 16 70%
Unknown 3 1 33% 1 1 100% 1 0 —
TOTAL 20 13 30 24 24 16
Alexandria Resident 19 13 68% 29 23 79% 23 15 65%

Non-resident 1 0 — 1 1 100% 0 0 —
Unknown 0 0 — 0 0 — 1 1 100%
TOTAL 20 13 30 24 24 16
Heterosexual n/a n/a — 23 18 78% 18 13 72%
Gay/Lesbian n/a n/a — 2 2 100% 1 1 100%
Bisexual/Other n/a n/a — 0 0 — 0 0 —
Unknown n/a n/a — 5 4 80% 5 2 40%
TOTAL — — 30 24 24 16

APPLICANTS TO HIGH PROFILE COMMISSIONS
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In FY02, the applicant pool for high 
profile commissions was equally divided 
between men and women.  In the 
following two fiscal years, men accounted 
for 73-75% of the applicant pool, while 
women applicants declined to 27 and 
25%.

CHART IV 
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Overall, the application rate for racial 
minorities was low, but varied from year 
to year.

Consider the following trends in, and 
characteristics of, the applicant pool for 
the FY02-FY04: 

In FY02, the applicant pool for high profile commissions was comprised of: 
o 65% White applicants 
o 25% African American applicants 
o 5% Asian/Pacific Islander applicants 
o 5% Arab/Afghani/Middle Eastern applicants

In FY03, the applicant pool for high profile commissions was comprised of: 
o 90% White applicants 
o 7% African American applicants 
o 3% applicants who indicated, or fell into, the “Other” category

In FY04, the applicant pool for high profile commissions was comprised of: 
o 67% White applicants 
o 8% African American applicants 
o 13% Hispanic applicants 
o 8% Asian/Pacific Islander applicants 
o 4% of applicants did not respond to this question

In both FY02 and FY03, 10% of applicants indicated that they were disabled, compared to 75% of 
applicants in FY02 and 87% in FY03 who do not self-identify as being disabled.  In FY04, no 
applicants identified as being disabled, whereas 96% of applicants did not identify as disabled. 

Roughly three fourths of the applicant pool in FY03 (77%) and FY04 (75%) indicated that they were 
Heterosexual.  In FY03, 7% of applicants indicated that they were Gay/Lesbian, and 17% declined 
to answer.  In FY04, 4% of applicants indicated that they were Gay/Lesbian, and 21% declined to 
answer.

APPOINTMENTS TO HIGH PROFILE COMMISSIONS



12

While the number of applicants for high profile boards and commissions is slightly lower than 
expected, the data suggest that minority applicants have a good chance of winning a seat when they 
do apply.  The application rates for FY02-FY04 were 65%, 80% and 67% respectively. 

The appointment rate for women is higher 
than that of men for all three fiscal years. 
Women had an 80-100% appointment rate 
compared to the male appointment rate of 50-
77%.

Roughly three-fourths of white applicants 
(75%-81%) were appointed to high profile 
commissions for all three fiscal years. 
African Americans were appointed at low 
rates for FY02 (40%) and FY03 (50%), but 
that rate increased in FY04, when both 
applicants were appointed.  Few candidates 
of other races applied for a high profile 
commission, so no real trends can be identified—the appointment rates ranged from 33% to 100%. 

CHART V 
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Non-disabled applicants were appointed at rates higher than the overall average for all three fiscal 
years; their overall rate of appointment ranged from 70-81%.  Few applicants identified themselves
as having a disability, but, among those who did, none was appointed in FY02 and two out of three 
were appointed in FY03.

All applicants who self-identified as Gay/Lesbian (100%) were appointed in both FY03 and FY04. 
Heterosexuals were appointed at 78% and 72%, respectively, for those fiscal years. 

Incumbency and lack of term limits do not appear to be significant barriers to diverse appointments.

INCUMBENCY ON HIGH PROFILE BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS
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TABLE IV 
AVERAGE TERM SERVED ON HIGH PROFILE BOARDS 

AND COMMISSIONS3

Terms Served FY 2002 Number
of

Members

Term
Length

Average
Term 1 2 3+

Vacancies

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD—
OLD & HISTORIC

7 3 4 0 1 6

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD—
PARKER-GRAY

7 3 2 3 2 2

BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 7 4 2.1 1 4 2
HUMAN RIGHTS COMMISSION 14 3 2.3 4 4 4 1
PLANNING COMMISSION 7 4 3 1 2 4
REAL ESTATE ASSESSMENTS
REVIEW BOARD

5 3 4.2 1 1 3

COMMUNITY SERVICES BOARD 16 3 1.4 10 5 1
REDEVELOPMENT & HOUSING
AUTHORITY

9 4 1.2 6 2 0 1

SANITATION AUTHORITY* 5 4 3.4 2 0 3
TRAFFIC & PARKING BOARD 7 2 3.7 0 4 3
Averages 8.4 3.3 2.7 2.8 2.5 2.8

Terms Served FY 2003 Number
of

Members

Term
Length

Average
Term 1 2 3+

Vacancies

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD—
OLD & HISTORIC

7 3 3.1 0 2 5

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD—
PARKER-GRAY

7 3 1.7 4 1 2

BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 7 4 1.8 3 2 2
HUMAN RIGHTS COMMISSION 14 3 2 8 2 4
PLANNING COMMISSION 7 4 2.8 1 2 4
REAL ESTATE ASSESSMENTS
REVIEW BOARD

5 3 4 1 1 3

COMMUNITY SERVICES BOARD 16 3 1.4 8 7 0 1
REDEVELOPMENT & HOUSING
AUTHORITY

9 4 1.2 7 2 0

SANITATION AUTHORITY** 5 4 3.4 2 0 3
TRAFFIC & PARKING BOARD 7 2 3.1 2 3 2
AVERAGES 8.4 3.3 2.45 3.6 2.2 2.5

INCUMBENCY ON HIGH PROFILE BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS (cont’d)_________

3 Roster of City of Alexandria, Virginia Boards, Commissions and Committees, August 10, 2001 
*  Includes one 34-year tenure (Ed Semonian).   
**  Includes one 35-year tenure (Ed Semonian).   
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Terms Served FY 2004 Number
of

Members

Term
Length

Average
Term 1 2 3+

Vacancies

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD—
OLD & HISTORIC

7 3 4.2 0 0 7

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD—
PARKER-GRAY

3 2.1 2 3 2

BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 7 4 2.1 2 2 3
HUMAN RIGHTS COMMISSION 14 3 2 6 4 3 1
PLANNING COMMISSION 7 4 3.1 1 1 5
REAL ESTATE ASSESSMENTS
REVIEW BOARD

5 3 3.8 1 1 3

COMMUNITY SERVICES BOARD 16 3 1.7 6 6 2 2
REDEVELOPMENT & HOUSING
AUTHORITY

9 4 1.2 7 2 0

SANITATION AUTHORITY*** 5 4 3.6 1 1 3
TRAFFIC & PARKING BOARD 7 2 4 0 3 4
AVERAGES 8.4 3.3 2.8 2.6 2.3 3.2

CONTESTED, NON-DESIGNATED SEATS ON BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS
Table V represents the application rates for individuals who applied for contested seats.  These data 
are used to monitor trends in appointment rates based on an applicant’s gender, race, disability, or 

*** Includes one 36-year tenure (Ed Semonian).
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sexual orientation, when there is competition for a B&C seat.  The overall appointment rates were 
80% in FY 2002, 87% in FY 2003, and 76% in FY 2004.

TABLE V 
APPLICANTS FOR AND APPOINTMENTS

TO CONTESTED SEATS 
CATEGORY FY 2002 % FY 2003 % FY 2004 %

Apply Appoint Apply Appoint Apply Appoint
Male 69 56 81% 73 61 84% 59 40 68%
Female 89 71 81% 76 69 91% 51 44 86%
Unknown 2 1 50% 0 0 0% 1 0 0%
TOTAL 160 128 80% 149 130 87% 111 84 76%
White 130 108 83% 121 108 89% 80 62 78%
African American 21 14 67% 18 14 78% 16 13 81%
Hispanic 4 2 50% 6 5 83% 4 2 50%
Asian/Pacific Islander 2 2 100% 1 0 0% 3 2 67%
American Indian/Alaskan Native 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0%
Arab/Afghani/Middle Eastern 1 0 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0%
Other 0 0 0% 3 3 100% 6 5 83%
Unknown 2 2 100% 0 0 0% 2 0 0%
TOTAL 160 128 80% 149 130 87% 111 84 76%
Disabled 10 7 70% 16 14 88% 8 6 75%
Not Disabled 108 88 81% 127 110 87% 101 77 76%
Unknown 42 33 79% 6 6 100% 2 1 50%
TOTAL 160 128 80% 149 130 87% 111 84 76%
Alexandria Resident 142 114 80% 133 115 86% 96 71 74%

Non-resident 18 14 78% 16 15 94% 12 10 83%
Unknown — — — — — — 3 3 100%
TOTAL 160 128 80% 149 130 87% 111 84 76%
Heterosexual n/a n/a — 117 102 87% 89 72 81%
Gay/Lesbian n/a n/a — 3 3 100% 5 2 40%
Bisexual/Other n/a n/a — 0 0 0% 0 0 0%
Unknown n/a n/a — 29 25 86% 17 10 59%
TOTAL — — 149 130 87% 111 84 76%

NON-CONTESTED APPOINTMENTS BY GENDER
Male and female applicants in FY 2002 were appointed at equal rates.  Two applicants did not 
provide data.  In FYs 2003 and 2004, females were appointed at slightly higher rates than males, 
winning 91% of the contested seats in FY 2003 and 86% of the contested seats in FY 2004. 
NON-CONTESTED APPOINTMENTS BY RACE/ETHNICITY
For all three years, white applicants were appointed at rates slightly above average, with an 83% 
(+3%) appointment rate in FY 2002, an 89% (+2%) appointment rate in FY 2003, and a 78% 
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(+2%) appointment rate in FY 2004.

African American applicants were appointed at rates 13% below average in FY 2002 and 9% 
below average in FY 2003, but in FY 2004 were appointed at a rate of 81% (+5%).

Hispanic applicants, in addition to applying at lower rates than perhaps expected, are 
consistently appointed at rates below average.  In FY 2002 and 2004, the Hispanic appointment
rate was only 50% (-30% and -26%).  In FY 2003, the appointment rate for Hispanic applicants 
was 83% (+4%).

Because the number of applicants is so low in the remaining categories, the data are statistically 
insignificant, and no meaningful trends can be identified.  Nevertheless, the Asian/Pacific
Islander appointment rates were 100%, 0%, and 67% for FYs 2002-2004, respectively.
American Indian/Alaskan Native and Arab/Afghani/Middle Eastern applicants had a 0% 
appointment rate for all three years.  This does not include candidates who identified with more
than one racial category, who were characterized as “Other.”  This category had a 0% (-80%), 
100% (+13%), and 83% (+7%) appointment rate for FYs 2002, 2003, and 2004, respectively. 

NON-CONTESTED APPOINTMENTS OF PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES
Disabled applicants had a 70% (-10%) appointment rate in FY 2002, an 88% (+1%) appointment
rate in FY 2003, and a 75% (+1%) appointment rate in FY 2004.  Applicants who identified as 
not disabled had average or close-to-average appointment rates.  Those who did not provide 
information were appointed at different rates: 79% (-1%) in FY 2002, 100% (+13%) in FY 2003, 
and 50% (-26%) in FY 2004.

NON-CONTESTED APPOINTMENTS BY RESIDENCY
There is no identifiable trend in appointments based on residency.  In FY 2002, there was only a 
2% difference in appointment rates between residents and non-residents, with residents having 
higher appointment rates.  In FYs 2003 and 2004, there were 8% and 9% gaps in resident and 
non-resident appointments, respectively, with non-residents having higher appointment rates. 

NON-CONTESTED APPOINTMENTS BY SEXUAL ORIENTATION
It is likewise difficult to identify trends in appointment rates based on sexual orientation.  In FY 
2003, Heterosexual applicants had an average appointment rate, Gay/Lesbian applicants had a 100% 
(+13%) appointment rate, and non-identified applicants had an 86% (-1%) appointment rate.  In FY
2004, Heterosexual applicants had an 81% (+5%) appointment rate, Gay/Lesbian applicants had a 
40% (-36%) appointment rate, and non-identified applicants had a 59% (-17%) appointment rate.

FY2002-FY2004 DEMOGRAPHICS VS. APPLICATION & APPOINTMENT RATES
This section compares the applicants and appointees with the overall demographics of Alexandria 
(as represented in the 2000 Census).  The first section compares application and appointment rates 
with demographics of race and ethnicity.
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DEMOGRAPHIC COMPARISON BY RACE/ETHNICITY

Other
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CHART VI- RACIAL DEMOGRAPHICS 
(reprint of CHART II)

In all three fiscal years, White applicants and appointees accounted for a disproportionate percentage 
of the total applicants and appointees in relation to their representation in the 2000 Census, 
comprising between 72-84% of the total applicants and appointees while only being 59.8% of the 
population.  In comparison, African Americans comprise 22.5% of Alexandria’s population, and 
have application and appointment rates between 11-15%.  Hispanics are also under-represented—
while Hispanics comprise 14.7% of the City’s population, they account for between 2-4% of the 
applicants and appointees for boards and commissions.   The diversity of boards and commissions
increased only slightly in FY 2004. 

Applicants

FY 2002 
Applied Appointed

White 81% 84%
African American 13% 11%
Hispanic 3% 2%
Asian/Pacific Islander 1% 2%
American Indian/Alaskan Native ––– –––
Arab/Afghani/Middle Eastern 1% –––
Other ––– –––
Unknown 1% 2%

Appointees
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FY 2003 
Applied Appointed

White 81% 83%
African American 12% 11%
Hispanic 4% 4%
Asian/Pacific Islander 1% –––
American Indian/Alaskan Native ––– –––
Arab/Afghani/Middle Eastern ––– –––
Other 2% 2%

Applicants

Appointees

FY 2004 
Applied Appointed

White 72% 74%
African American 14% 15%
Hispanic 4% 2%
Asian/Pacific Islander 3% 2%
American Indian/Alaskan Native ––– –––
Arab/Afghani/Middle Eastern ––– –––
Other 5% 6%
Unknown 2% 1%

Applicants

Appointees

DEMOGRAPHIC COMPARISON BY GENDER
Generally, female applicants are slightly underrepresented, but they are appointed at higher rates 
than men.  According to the US Census in 2000, 51.7% of Alexandria residents are women.  In 
FY 2002 and FY 2003, women comprised 43% and 49% of the applicant pool, respectively.  In 
FY 2004, women comprised 53% of the applicant pool, which is slightly higher than their 
proportion of the City’s population.  Women who applied for board and commission seats were 
appointed at rates between 52-58% during FYs 2002-2004.  In all three fiscal years, women had 
equal or higher appointment rates (for contested seats) than men.

DEMOGRAPHIC COMPARISON BY DISABILITY
According to 2000 Census data, roughly 13.4% of Alexandria residents identify as being 
disabled.  In comparison, individuals who identified as disabled on their voluntary forms
accounted for 6%, 11%, and 7% of all applicants in FYs 2002, 2003, and 2004 respectively; 
these individuals accounted for roughly 5%, 11%, and 7% of the appointees.  These data suggest 
that boards and commissions may lack proportional representation of individuals with 
disabilities.
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DEMOGRAPHIC COMPARISON BY SEXUAL ORIENTATION
The 2000 Census did not provide information regarding sexual orientation; a comparison for 
sexual preference, therefore, cannot be made.

RECOMMENDATIONS
The FY2001 Boards and Commissions report generated two recommendations, both of which were 
followed by City Council.  The first recommendation involved the voluntary data submission form,
and had three major components:

1) That sexual orientation be added as a category on the voluntary form, allowing the 
Human Rights Commission to monitor appointment rates in relation to sexual 
orientation;

2) That, with the help of the Citizen’s Assistance Office, the Commission would 
amend the voluntary submission form so that it would explain more clearly the 
purpose of the data and how it is used; and 

3) That the Commission would consider redesigning the voluntary data form to make
it more integrated into the overall application. 

Next, the Commission recommended that the Boards and Commissions report be issued every two 
years, instead of annually.  The Council actually voted that the report be completed every three 
years.

In the FY 2001 Boards and Commissions report, the Human Rights Commission also acknowledged 
the need to encourage members of the Hispanic population to participate in the Boards and 
Commissions process, and iterated their intent to “pursue every opportunity to 
encourage…participation.”  Certainly the need for outreach continues, along with the need for 
translated forms, because application rates have been disappointingly low.  The Human Rights 
Commission suggests, moreover, that City Council endorse the concept of targeted recruitment, in 
order to increase application and appointment rates for the Hispanic community.

For contested appointments, the Human Rights Commission encourages members of City Council to 
meet applicants before voting, perhaps briefly before the Council meeting, so that they may act 
affirmatively and achieve greater diversity.

In addition, the Commission would like City Council to focus on increasing submission rates of the 
voluntary data form, and on data accuracy.  There has been a significant decline in data submission
rates for applicants in the last three years.  The Commission recommends that the voluntary Non-
Discrimination Data Form be redesigned once again (see Attachment I D for a proposed form),
taking into account the following suggestions: 

1) The voluntary form should be styled like the City’s Affirmative Action Data Form
(Attachment I C), which is currently used for employment.  While the applicant should be 
informed that submission of the form is voluntary, this should not be the initial message the 
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candidate reads as it may discourage his/her participation. (Attachments I A and B are the 
previous and current forms) 

2) The voluntary submission form should be made available online, as is the employment form. 
With the increased use of the Internet as a recruitment source, this step is vital in order to 
ensure that applicants submit data. 

3) There should be a separate data box for Incumbents for the Recruitment Sources portion of 
the form.  Currently, incumbents mostly mark the “Other” box when asked how they were 
informed of the position.  As a result, the most common recruitment source is “Other,” yet 
this does not provide the Commission with any meaningful information.  Adding an 
Incumbent box will help the Human Rights Commission determine more accurately how 
candidates are currently recruited. 

4) Sexual orientation should remain on the form for at least one more cycle, but a “Prefer not to 
Answer” box should be added.  At least one applicant noted that he/she felt this question was 
inappropriate.  The box might allow those who are reluctant to share this information a 
comfort-zone, while still encouraging them to submit a form.  If data submission rates 
continue to decline, the Commission and City Council should revisit the issue.  

City Council can ask all Chairs to submit demographic profiles of their Boards and Commissions, in 
order to obtain an accurate snapshot of current citizen representation.  The Human Rights 
Commission recommends that staff of the Citizen Assistance Office and the Office of Human Rights 
continue to compile and analyze statistics on applicants and appointments to boards and 
commissions, and offers to continue to prepare a report to City Council every three fiscal years.  The 
Commission also recommends including a trend analysis spanning up to ten years, to identify 
significant factors or changes, and remains committed to working with City Council to achieve 
greater participation and diversity. 
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